We show that the symmetry algebra governing the interacting part of the matrix model for M-theory on the maximally supersymmetric pp-wave is the basic classical Lie superalgebra SU (4|2). We determine the SU (4|2) multiplets present in the exact spectrum in the limit where µ (the mass parameter) bcomes infinite, and find that these include infinitely many BPS multiplets. Using the representation theory of SU (4|2), we demonstrate that some of these BPS states, including all of the vacuum states of the matrix model plus certain infinite towers of excited states, have energies which are exactly protected nonperturbatively for any value of µ > 0. We also show explicitly that there are certain BPS multiplets which do receive energy corrections by combining with other BPS multiplets to for ordinary multiplets.
Introduction
In this paper, we continue our analysis [1] of the matrix model proposed in [2] to describe M-theory on the maximally supersymmetric pp-wave [3, 4, 5, 6 ], with Hamiltonian
In our previous work, we noted that for large µ, the matrix model may be expanded about each of its classical supersymmetric vacua (corresponding to collections of fuzzysphere giant gravitons) to give a quadratic action with interactions suppressed by powers of 1 µ the Hamiltonian to determine the exact spectrum about each of the vacau. Through explicit perturbative calculations we then estimated the ranges of parameters and energies for which perturbation theory is valid.
As we noted in [1] , an intriguing feature of the matrix model is the unusual superalgebra, in which the hamiltonian does not commute with the supersymmetry generators and the anticommutator of supersymmetry generators yields rotation generators as well as the Hamiltonian. This latter property opens up the posssibility of BPS states in the spectrum carrying angular momenta. By examining the µ = ∞ spectrum, we found that such BPS states are indeed present, and in fact there are infinite towers of BPS states annihilated by 2, 4, 6, or 8 supercharges.
The motivation for the present work is to determine which of these BPS states remain BPS away from µ = ∞. Typically, BPS multiplets may become non-BPS only by combining with other BPS multiplets. We wish to understand when this can happen in the present case, and therefore determine which multiplets, if any are protected for finite µ. By showing the existence of protected multiplets, we will be able to obtain non-trivial information about the spectrum beyond the perturbative regime, and even in the M-thoery limit.
We now give a consise summary of our results as we outline the paper.
In section 2, we review the symmetry algebra of the the model. We show that the symmetry algebra of the SU(N) part is a "basical classical Lie superalgebra" known as SU(4|2) whose bosonic generators are the SO(3) and SO(6) rotation generators and the hamiltonian. Since the hamiltonian is one of the generators, the spectrum of the matrix model at a given value of the parameters N and µ is completely determined by which SU(4|2) representations are present. In particular, the energy of a representation (measured in units of µ) may shift as we vary the parameters only if there exist nearby representations (or combinations of representations) with the same SO(6) × SO(3) state content but different energy.
The representation theory of this superalgebra has been studied by various authors including Kac (who originally classified the basic classical Lie superalgebras) and Bars (who introduced a convenient supertableaux notation which we use heavily.) In section 3, we review relevant aspects of this representation theory, and describe the complete set of finite-dimensional, positive-energy unitary representaions of SU(4|2), depicted in figure 2. We find that generic representations (called "typical") fall into one-parameter families of representations with identical SO(3) × SO(6) state content but energies which vary as a function of the parameter. In addition, there are a discrete set of "atypical" representations for which no nearby representations with the same SO(3) × SO(6) states but different energy exist.
In section 4, we describe the physical implications of this representation theory. We note that typical representations are free to have energies which vary as function of µ while atypical multiplets cannot receive energy corrections unless they combine with other atypical multiplets to form typical multiplets. We then determine all possible sets of atypical multiplets which may combine (these sets always involve only two multiplets). For a given atypical multiplet, there are at most two other atypical multiplets with which it may combine. If neither of these complementary multiplets are in the spectrum for a some µ = µ 0 , we may conclude that the energy of the original atypical multiplet is protected as we vary µ to nearby values. Finally, there are certain special multiplets (those known as "doubly atypical" plus a few others) which cannot combine with any other multiplets to form a typical multiplet. Any such multiplets in the spectrum at some value of µ must be in the spectrum for all values of µ and the states in these multiplets have non-perturbatively protected energies.
We then proceed to apply this knowledge to the actual spectrum of the matrix model. In section 5, we review the exact spectrum of the model for µ = ∞ and describe the complete set of SU(4|2) multiplets that it contains. In section 6, we apply our representation theory reasoning to determine which states have protected energies. We first identify all doubly atypical (and therefore exactly protected) multiplets in the spectrum. These include the vacuum states plus infinite towers of excited states above each vacuum (except the single membrane vacuum). All of these states must be present with the same energy (in units of µ), for all values of µ. Furthermore, the doubly atypical spectrum about any given vacuum has a well defined large N limit, so we conclude that these are exact quantum states of M-theory in the pp-wave background.
We then analyze the remaining atypical multiplets (which have the possibility of pairing up). We find some representations whose complementary multiplet is not present in the µ = ∞ spectrum and therefore cannot receive an energy shift as µ is varied from infinity. There are also pairs of multiplets in the mu = ∞ that can combine to form atypical multiplets. By explicit perturbative calculation we provide an example of one such pair which does receive an energy shift (and therefore must combine into a typical multiplet), as well as other such pairs of multiplets which do not receieve an energy shift at leading order. As a check, we also verify a vanishing energy shift at leading order in perturbation theoy for certain states that we predict are protected. Finally, we argue based on representation theory that for the single membrane vacuum, the leading perturbative energy shift for all states (including those in typical multiplets) must display cancellations leaving a result that is finite in the large N limit.
In section 7, we clarify the relation between atypical multiplets and BPS states (annihilated by one or more supersymmetry generators.) We show that all BPS states lie in atypical multiplets and that all atypical multiplets contain BPS states. However, atypical multiplets genrally contain some states which are not BPS. In fact, certain non-BPS atypical states carry no charges at all and yet have protected energies.
Finally, we offer some concluding remarks in section 8 and technical results in a few appendices.
Note added: after this work was completed, the paper [10] appeared which partially overlaps with section 6 of this work. For other recent work on the pp-wave matrix model, see [11] .
Symmetry Algebra
The symmetry algebra for the matrix model was discussed in [2, 1] . The bosonic generators are the light-cone translation generators P + (realized trivially as P + = N/R) and P − (the matrix model Hamiltonian), the SO(3) and SO(6) rotation generators M ij and M ab , and the creation and annihilation operators a i , a a associated with the center of mass harmonic oscillator. The fermionic generators include 16 simple generators q which affect the overall polarization state, as well as the 16 non-trivial generators Q which anticommute to give the Hamiltonian and rotation generators.
The generators P + , a i , a a and q act only on the U(1) part of the theory which decouples, as discussed in [1] . In this paper we will focus on the superalgebra generated by the remaining non-trivial generators Q, H, M ij and M ab , with commutation relations
and additional commutators between M's and Q's appropriate to the fact that Q Iα transforms in the (4, 2) of SO(6) × SO(3). This superalgebra satisfies all of the conditions for a "basic classical Lie superalgebra"
1
All basic classical Lie algebras have been classified by Kac [7] . As for the bosonic simple Lie algebras, these fall into several infinite series as well as a number of exceptional superalgebras. Among these superalgebras, there is precisely one whose bosonic subalgebra matches ours (SO(6) × SO(3) × U(1) H ∼ SU(4) × SU(2) × U(1)), namely the algebra A 3,1 whose compact form is known as SU(4|2).
For any values of the parameters N and µ, the spectrum of the matrix model must therefore lie in (finite-dimensional 2 ) representations of SU(4|2). In particular, since the Hamiltonian is among the SU(4|2) generators, the energy spectrum of states for given N and µ is completely determined by which SU(4|2) representations are present. As a result, the energies of states in a given representation can only change as a function of µ if there are nearby representations with the same SU(4) × SU(2) state content but different energies.
In the next section, we will see that physically allowed representations of SU(4|2) come in two types, known as typical and atypical. Typical representations lie along one-parameter families of representations which differ only by their energy eigenvalue. States in these representations can therefore shift up or down along the one parameter trajectories as a function of µ and therefore have energies which vary as a function of the parameters. On the other hand, atypical representations are isolated in the sense that there are no nearby representations with the same SU(4) × SU(2) state content. Physical states in these representations therefore have energies which are fixed as we vary µ, except in special circumstances in which two such atypical representations combine to form a typical representation which may then shift to nearby typical representations with different energy.
By understanding the representations theory of SU(4|2), and then determining precisely which representations are present at µ = ∞ where the complete spectrum is known [1] , we will be able to prove that certain infinite towers of states have energies that are protected as we vary µ away from µ = ∞. This will provide precise information about the spectrum of the matrix model even for small µ where perturbation theory is inapplicable and also in the large N limit defining M-theory on the pp-wave background.
We now turn to a discussion of the relevant properties of SU(4|2) representations.
Representations of SU (4|2)
In this section, we review various aspects of the representation theory of SU(4|2) that will be relevant to the matrix model. For a much more complete treatment, the reader is encouraged to refer to the article by Kac [7] , as well as further developments in [8, 9] . The algebra SU(4|2) naturally decomposes into subspaces with specific eigenvalues for the U(1) generator (energy),
where G 0 is the bosonic subalgebra {M ab , M ij , H} (whose generators all commute with H), and G 1 and G −1 describe fermionic generators with positive and negative H eigenvalues ±µ/12 (Q Iα and Q †Iα respectively). Any given representation of SU(4|2) splits up into a set of irreducible representations of SU(4) × SU(2) each labelled by an energy (the eigenvalue of the U(1) generator). Acting on a given state with fermionic generators in G 1 or G −1 leads to states in different SU(4) × SU(2) representations with higher or lower energy. Since {Q Iα , Q Jβ } = 0, our physical states will always lie in finite dimensional representations. Explicitly, if |ψ i are the states in a given SU(4) × SU(2) representation, the states
with ǫ j ,ǫ j = 0, 1 must be a complete basis of states for the full SU(4|2) representation. To see this, note that using the commutation relations of the algebra, any product of SU(4|2) generators acting on a state |ψ i may be rearranged to a sum of states of the form (3.1) by bringing all of the Q † 's to the left, then all of the Qs to the left of any remaining bosonic generators. Any remaining bosonic generators acting on |ψ i simply give a linear combination c ij |ψ j .
The representations appearing in the matrix model spectrum must not only be finite-dimensional, but all states must have positive energies and the representation must be unitarizible (i.e. admit a positive-definite inner product). Thus, we are interested in the finite-dimensional, positive-energy, unitarizible representations of SU(4|2). We now proceed with a description of these representations.
Highest weight characterization of representations
The construction of representations for our superalgebra proceeds much like the familiar case of simple Lie algebras. We begin by choosing a maximal set of commuting bosonic generators from G 0 which we denote by H i . The remaining bosonic and fermionic generators may be chosen to be eigenvectors of the H i whose eigenvalues we call the roots. We may divide the roots into "positive" and "negative" such that generators with positive roots together with the H i form a maximal subalgebra. Among the positive roots, there are five "simple" positive roots which cannot be written as sums of other positive roots. Three correspond to simple positive roots of the SU(4) subgroup, one is a simple positive root for SU (2) , and the final simple positive root corresponds to a fermionic generator. There exists a special choice of H i (the Dynkin basis) with the following property. For each simple positive root α i , we may choose generators E i and F i with roots α i and −α i such that
and the Cartan Matrix a ij is given by
Associated to this Cartan matrix is a Kac-Dynkin diagram shown in figure 1 , where the fourth node corresponds to the fermionic simple positive root and in general the ith and jth nodes are joind by |a ij a ji | lines. Note that the generators H 1 , H 2 , H 3 are a Cartan subalgebra of SU(4) in the Dynkin basis while H 5 is a Cartan generator of SU (2) . Correspondingly, the left three nodes of the Kac-Dynkin diagram in figure 1 give the Dynkin diagram for SU(4) while the right node is the Dynkin diagram for SU (2) . In terms of this Dynkin basis, it is now straightforward to describe the finite dimensional representations. As usual, we may choose a basis of states in any representation such that the basis elements are eigenvectors of the Cartan subalgebra and we call their eigenvalues the weights. For any finite dimensional representation, there exists a unique state with "highest weight" Λ which is annihilated by all positive roots. We will denote this highest weight in the Dynkin basis by Λ = (a 1 , a 2 , a 3 |a 4 |a 5 )
The finite dimensional representations are precisely those for which a 1 , a 2 , a 3 , and a 5 are non-negative integers (while a 4 can be an arbitrary real number). Conversely, there exists a unique finite-dimensional irreducible representation corresponding to every such highest weight.
3
Acting on this highest weight state with the bosonic generators, we generate an irreducible representation V 0 (Λ) of SU(4) × SU(2) described by SU(4) Dynkin labels (a 1 , a 2 , a 3 ) and SU(2) Dynkin label a 5 (spin a 5 /2) with energy
The remaining states in the SU(4|2) representation are now obtained by acting on these states with negative fermionic generators. These are exactly the generators Q Iα in G 1 , all of which have positive energy h = 1/12, so the highest-weight representation V 0 is always the unique irreducible representation with lowest energy among the SU(4) × SU(2) representations in the full SU(4|2) representation. Calling |ψ i the states in the highest weight representation, a basis of the full SU(4|2) representation is then given by
If all these states are non-zero and independent, the representation is called "typical", otherwise it is called atypical. In terms of the heighest weight, Kac showed that a representation is atypical if and only if
In the case that a 4 coincides with an element of each of the two sets on the right, the representation is known as "doubly atypical", and has additional special properties which we will describe later. For typical representations, it is clear that the dimension of the representation is given by
while for atypical representations the dimension is less than the right-hand side. Explicit dimension formulae will be given below. Among these finite dimensional irreducible representations, only a subset are compatible with unitarity and positive energy. These unitarizible representations have been characterized in [9] . The conditions for unitarity may be given simply in terms of the highest weights as
In other words, among SU(4|2) representations with a given lowest energy SU(4) × SU(2) irrep, any representations whose energy is greater than the highest energy atypical representation are unitarizible. In addition, for representations in which the lowest energy SU(4) × SU(2) irrep has trivial SU(2) part (a 5 = 0), there is an additional atypical representation with lower energy that is unitarizible. These conditions are depicted in figure 2 .
To summarize, the physically allowed representations are those corresponding to highest weight Λ = (a 1 , a 2 , a 3 |a 4 |a 5 ) such that a 1 , a 2 , a 3 , and a 5 are non-negative integers and a 4 satisfies the conditions (3.5).
Tensor Representations and Supertableaux
In the case of ordinary Lie algebras, all finite dimensional representations may be obtained as tensor products of certain fundamental representations. This is not true for superalgebras (since the representation labels include a continuous parameter), however tensor representations will play a special role in our analysis of the Matrix model spectrum (all representations at µ = ∞ are of this type), so we discuss them now. For more details, see the discussion by Bars [8] .
To describe the fundamental representation, we note that the superalgebra SU(4|2) may be represented by matrix generators of the form
where A and B are hermitian 4 × 4 and 2 × 2 matrices with Tr A = Tr B and θ is a 4 × 2 matrix of complex Grassman numbers (arbitrary linear combinations of the generators Q Iα ). Then the vector upon which this matrix acts defines the fundamental representation.
We may denote such a vector by φ A where the index A takes values in (I, α) where I is a fundamental index of SU(4) and α is a fundamental index of SU(2).
It is clear that the states φ I and φ α have opposite statistics since they are exchanged by the fermionic generators. To determine the highest weight corresponding to this representation, we note that the Cartan generators in the Dynkin basis described above are
while the U(1) generator measuring energy is
Under the bosonic subalgebra, the fundamental representation thus splits into the (4, 1) = (1, 0, 0) × (0) representation of SU(4) × SU(2) with energy h = 1/12 and the (1, 2) = (0, 0, 0) × (1) representation with energy h = 1/6. The former representation, of lower energy, is the highest weight representation V 0 , so we may immediately deduce that (a 1 , a 2 , a 3 ) = (1, 0, 0) while a 5 = 0, and using the relation (3.6) and h = 1/12 we find a 4 = 0. Thus, the fundamental representation is
Higher tensor representations may be formed just as for SU(N), by considering objects with multiple A indices symmetrized in various ways. At this point we should note that as for SU(N), there is also an antifundamental representation which may be obtained as the complex conjugate of the fundamental representation and has highest weight (0, 0, 0|0|1). Unlike the SU(N) case, the antifundamental representation here cannot be obtained from tensor products of the fundamental representation since there is no invariant tensor analogous to the epsilon tensor for SU(N). Thus, to obtain the most general tensor representations for SU(4|2), we must include both fundamental and antifundamental indices. However, it turns out that all tensor representations involving antifundamental indices either contain negative energy states or are not unitarizible, 5 so we will not consider them here. Thus, henceforth when we refer to tensor representations, we will mean tensor representations with only fundamental indices.
Since the various ways of symmetrizing the indices in a tensor representation are labeled by representations of the permutation group, we may label tensor representations of SU(4|2) by Young tableaux, which we will call supertableaux and write in using slashed boxes to distinguish them from ordinary tableaux which we will use to describe the SU(4) and SU(2) subgroups. For example, an object with two antisymmetrized super-indices φ [AB] is denoted by the supertableau The decomposition of a given tensor representation of SU(4|2) into individual SU(4) × SU(2) representations corresponds to the possible ways of assigning the super-indices A i either to SU(4) or SU(2) fundamental indices, with the energy of a given SU(4) × SU(2) irrep in the decomposition given by
where n 4 and n 2 are the number of SU (4) and SU (2) indices respectively. For example, the tensor φ [AB] decomposes into SU(4) × SU(2) tensors φ [IJ] with energy h = 1/6, φ Iα with energy h = 1/4 and φ(αβ) with energy h = 1/3. Note that since the SU (2) indices are fermionic, the antisymmetrization of AB becomes symmetrization of αβ.
It is convenient to represent this decomposition in terms of tableaux as
The decomposition of more general SU(4|2) representations into SU(4) × SU (2) representations may be efficiently carried out pictorially as explained by Bars [8] .
The restrictions on the allowed tableaux for SU(4) and SU (2) lead to restrictions on the allowed supertableaux for SU(4|2). Recall that for SU(N), we may have no more than N antisymmetrized indices, since a fundamental index can take N possible values. Thus, the maximum height of an SU(N) tableau is N. Also, since N antisymmetrized indices may be contracted with an invariant epsilon tensor to give a scalar, there is an equivalence between tableaux which allows one to eliminate any columns with N boxes. The allowed tableaux for SU(4) and SU(2) are depicted in figure (1) along with the corresponding highest weights. The condition on SU(4|2) supertableaux is that there must exist at least one way to decompose the supertableau into allowed SU(4) and SU (2) tableau. Pictorially, the condition is simply that the third column must have no more than four boxes. Otherwise, any decomposition would yield either SU(4) tableau with height greater than 4 or SU(2) tableau with height greater than 3. The most general allowed supertableau for SU(4|2) is depicted in figure (3.2). It is straightforward to determine the highest weight corresponding to a given supertableau. Note that from (3.6), the lowest energy SU(4) × SU(2) representation for a given supertableau is obtained by assigning as few indices to SU(2) as possible. This is accomplished by associating only those boxes which are below the fourth row to the SU(2), with the complete set of boxes in the first four rows forming the SU(4) tableau. Since the SU(2) indices are fermionic, the SU(2) tableau is obtained from the part of the supertableau above the fourth row by a flip on its diagonal, thus exchanging symmetrization and antisymmetrization. This decomposition is depicted in figure (2) . Given this lowest energy SU(4) × SU(2) representation V 0 , the highest weight components (a 1 , a 2 , a 3 ) and (a 5 ) are the Dynkin labels for the SU(4) and SU(2) representations in V 0 . To determine a 4 , we may use the formula (3.2) where the energy h is given by (3.6) . In this case, n 4 and n 2 are the total number of boxes in the supertableau in the first four rows and in the remaining rows respectively.
The general allowed supertableau and the corresponding highest weight are depicted at the top of figure (3.2). We note that there is an equivalence between supertableau given by adding k columns with four boxes and subtracting k rows with two boxes, or 
where k is any integer such that the resulting supertableau is sensible.
Comparing the highest weight with the conditions for atypicality, we find that the atypical tensor representations are exactly those corresponding to tableau whose second column has no more than three boxes, while the the doubly atypical representations correspond to those whose first column has no more than two boxes. The general supertableau for singly and doubly atypical representations are also depicted in figure (3.2) along with their highest weights. Also, using the methods in [8] , we have computed the dimensions and the number of bosons minus number of fermions for each tensor representation and included these formulae in figure (3.2) . Note that the number of bosons is equal to the number of fermions in all typical and singly atypical representations but differs from the number of fermions for doubly atypical representations. This will be important in our analysis later.
We may now compare the highest weights in figure (3.2) with the conditions for positive energy and unitarity (3.5). We find that every tensor representation is positive energy and unitarizible, and further, that every positive-energy unitarizible finitedimensional irreducible representation with integer highest weight is a tensor representation.
6 This is summarized in figure (3.2) which displays the complete set of physically allowable representations along with the discrete subset corresponding to tensor representations and the futher subset corresponding to atypical representations.
Finally, we note that tensor products between tensor representations may be computed from the supertableaux with the usual Littlewood-Richardson rules for computing tensor products of SU(N) representations. In this case, when multiplying two tableaux, we keep only the resulting tableaux which are allowed tableaux of SU(4|2). For example,
Physical Implications
We have shown that for the matrix model describing M-theory on the maximally supersymmetric pp-wave, the symmetry algebra generated by the 16 non-trivial supercharges Q, the SO(3) and SO(6) rotation generators M, and the Hamiltonian H is the basic classical Lie superalgebra SU(4|2). In the previous section, we reviewed the physically allowable representations of SU(4|2) and showed that these consist of one-parameter families of typical representations as well as a discrete set of atypical representations, as depicted in figure (3.2) . The typical representations in a one-parameter family (corresponding to the vertical lines in the figure excluding the lower endpoints) have identical SU(4) × SU(2) content and differ only by the overall energies of the states For any fixed values of the parameters N and µ, the spectrum of the matrix model will consist of some discrete set of these SU(4|2) representations which may include typical and atypical representations. We can denote this information by a set
of the highest weights corresponding to the various representations. We would now like to understand what can happen to this spectrum of representations as we vary the parameter µ.
In general, the SU(4) × SU(2) quantum numbers of any given state can't change, and the energy must vary continuously. For states in any typical representation, the energy may shift up or down (with the same shifts for all states in the representation) as we vary µ since there are nearby representations with the same SU(4) × SU(2) content with both higher and lower energy. This corresponds to continuously changing some of the highest weights in our set S along the one-parameter families of figure  (3.2) . On the other hand, states in atypical representations generally cannot receive any shift in energy since there are no representations nearby in energy with the same SU(4) × SU(2) state content. However, it is possible that two (or more) atypical representations could combine into a typical representation and thus receive an energy shift, or vice versa. This would correspond to a discontinuous transition in S in which certain atypical highest weights appear or disappear. We will now determine for which representations this is possible.
Let µ 0 be a point for which such a discontinuous transition occurs, that is we assume that the states in a set of multiplets at µ arbitrarily close to µ 0 arrange themselves into a different set of multiplets as µ approaches µ 0 . Among the set of states involved in such a discontinuous transition, there will be some (or possibly more than one) state |φ of highest weight. The weight of this state (which must change continuously as we vary µ) must be present as a highest weight in the set S both at µ 0 and away from it, but by assumption, the SU(4) × SU(2) content of the representation in which |φ sits will change as µ changes from µ 0 . From figure (3.2) , we see that the only case in which the SU(4) × SU(2) content of a representation changes with an infinitesimal change in the highest weight is the situation in which a highest weight corresponding to a typical representation reaches the bottom of its one parameter family. At this point, the corresponding representation becomes atypical and will have less states than the nearby typical representation from which it arose. For the transition to be possible, the remaining states which drop out of this representation must form a separate representation (or representations) of SU(4|2) with some lower highest weight(s).
To see if this is possible, we consider a general one parameter family of typical representations corresponding to highest weight Λ = (a 1 , a 2 , a 3 , |a 5 + 1 + ǫ|a 5 ) where ǫ > 0. These representations all have the same SU(4) × SU(2) content with energies depending linearly on ǫ. Let A = {(R i , h i )} be the ǫ → 0 limit of this set of SU(4) × SU(2) representations and energies. Similarly, we will have some set B of SU(4) × SU(2) representations and energies in the atypical representation with highest weight (a 1 , a 2 , a 3 , |a 5 + 1|a 5 ). The set B will be some subset of the set A, and we may define a set C to be the elements of A not in B. It turns out that in every case, the elements of C precisely correspond to the decomposition of a single atypical representation (whose highest weight may be found by finding the lowest energy representation in C.)
For a 5 > 0, the states of C match exactly with the representation of highest weight Λ = (a 1 + 1, a 2 + 1, a 3 + 1|a 5 |a 5 − 1), while for a 5 = 0, the states of C match exactly with the representation of highest weight Λ = (a 1 + 2, a 2 + 2, a 3 + 2|0|0). We may conclude that the complete set of possible discontinuous transitions is (a 1 , a 2 , a 3 |a 5 + 1 + ǫ|a 5 ) ←→ (a 1 , a 2 , a 3 |a 5 + 1|a 5 ) ⊕(a 1 + 1, a 2 + 1, a 3 + 1|a 5 |a 5 −1) (4.1) for a 5 > 0 and when a 5 = 0:
In terms of the supertableaux, the pairs of atypical representations which can combine to form a typical representation are those for which one of the tableau has one less box in the first column and one more box in each of the first three rows, as depicted in figure (4) . We may collect the set of atypical representations into finite chains (figure (**)) where moving to the left in the chain involves this operation of adding a box to the first three rows and removing a box from the first column. Then, if a certain atypical representation exists in the spectrum at some value of µ, it may only receive an energy shift for nearby values of µ if the atypical representation corresponding to one of its neighbors in figure (**) is also present, and the energy shift must be positive.
There are certain representations, depicted in figure (4), which do not appear in any of these chains, in other words, there is no typical representation which can split to give these representations as one of the fragments. In particular, these include all doubly atypical representation (i.e. those corresponding to tableaux with less than three rows). We may conclude that if the spectrum contains any of these representations for some value of µ, then they must be present for all other values of µ, and the energies of states in these representations are protected from any perturbative or non-perturbative shifts.
We would now like to apply what we have learned to the actual physical spectrum of the matrix model, which we determined for µ = ∞ in [1] . By identifying which representations are present for µ = ∞ we will be able to use the results of this section to prove that infinitely many states have energies which are protected as µ moves away from ∞ and to any finite value.
5 SU (4|2) representations in the matrix model spectrum at µ = ∞
In [1] , the exact spectrum of the matrix model was determined in the µ = ∞ limit. From this explicit construction, we will now determine which SU(4|2) representations are present in this limit and in the next section we will use the results of section 4 to investigate which states have protected energies as we move away from µ = ∞.
To begin, we briefly recall the construction in [1] . For a given N and general non-zero µ, the matrix model contains a collection of isolated vacua corresponding to the various ways of dividing up the total DLCQ momentum N into some number of distinct gravitons, which in this background appear as concentric giant graviton spheres. The radius of each fuzzy sphere (to power 3/2) is proportional to number of units of momentum it carries. We may expand the matrix model action about any of these vacuum states, and for large µ, we find a quadratic Hamiltonian with interaction terms suppressed by powers of 1/µ. Thus, in the limit of large µ the various vacua become superselection sectors each described by a quadratic Hamiltonian which may be diagonalized explicitly to yield towers of oscillators that generate the spectrum. The spectrum of oscillators for the single-membrane vacuum and for a general vacuum are reproduced here in tables 1 and 2.
To determine which representations will be present in the spectrum, we first note that like the Hamiltonian, the supercharges Q expanded about a given vacuum become quadratic in the large µ limit and are comprised of terms containing one creation operator and one annihilation operator. Explicitly, we find (more details are given in the Appendix A)
Thus, under the action of the superalgebra on a given eigenstate in the µ = ∞ limit, the total number of oscillators is preserved. As a result, the set of states with any given number of oscillators must arrange into some set of complete SU(4|2) representations.
To determine the representations in the spectrum, we will first determine the representations corresponding to the individual creation operators upon which the spectrum is built. Once we determine these, the representations making up the rest of the spectrum will be obtained by tensor products of these single oscillator representations. We begin with the single membrane vacuum and then consider the general case.
Type
Label Mass Spins SO(6) × SO(3) Rep Degeneracy S0 (6) x a jm 1 6 
Single membrane vacuum
We begin by determining the single-oscillator representations for the single-membrane vacuum using table 1.
We will use the fact that physically allowed representations of SU(2-4) are completely determined by the energy and SU(4) × SU(2) representation of their lowest energy component. The lowest energy state in table 1 is the U(1) oscillator x 00 , whose SU(4) × SU(2) representation and energy are given by , 1 1/ 6 Using figure (3.2) , it is easy to check that this matches with the lowest energy component of the SU(4|2) representation described by the tableau
We see that the remaining states in this representation match exactly with the single particle states corresponding to η1 2 and β 1 , which are the remaining U(1) oscillators, i.e. all these modes are proportional to Y 00 . Thus, the U(1) oscillators form a single representation with heighest weight (0, 1, 0|0|0).
Apart from these states, the next lowest energy single-oscillator state is the energy 1/3 SU(4) × SU(2) singlet state corresponding to α 00 . From figure (3.2), we find that the SU(4|2) representation corresponding to this V 0 is
with highest weight (0, 0, 0|1|0). From table 1, we find that the remaining four components of this representation must correspond to the oscillators χ1
, and β 2 , which are precisely the oscillators in ths SU(2) theory.
Continuing in this way, we find that the remaining oscillators arrange into SU(4|2) representations with highest weight (0, 0, 0|2j + 1|2j), where the individual SU(4) × SU(2) representations here correspond to α j , χ j+ 1 2 , x j+1 , η j+ 3 2 , and β j+2 respectively. Thus, in the matrix model with P + = N/R, the creation operators for the singlemembrane vacuum comprise the N SU(4|2) tensor representations given by the supertableaux Using the super-index notation, we could combine all of the oscillators from table 1 into a set of "super-oscillators"
The SU(4|2) representations corresponding to states with multiple oscillators are those obtained by acting with arbitrary combinations of these super-oscillators on the Fockspace vacuum. The complete set of representations for the single membrane vacuum in the SU(N) theory is therefore given by the tensor product Here, we have indicated that with multiple copies of similar oscillators, we must keep only representations in the symmetrized tensor product of these oscillators. Such tensor products may be computed easily for example using the group theory calculation software LiE [?] . In the tensor product above, we have not included a factor corresponding to the U(1) oscillators. In our analysis of which states are protected, we may work directly with the representions in the SU(N) part of the theory, since the representations corresponding to the free U(1) part of the theory cannot change as we vary µ. The possible representations coming from the U(1) part (the exact spectrum of SU (4-2) representations in the U(1) theory) are given by and this turns out to include exactly one of each allowed supertableau with an even number of boxes in each column. From now on, we will ignore this U(1) part of the wavefunction and focus on the spectrum in the SU(N) theory.
For the simplest case of SU (2), the representations are given by first factor in the tensor product (??). The supertableau corresponding to the one, two, and three oscillator states are given in figure (5.1) . It is straightforward to determine the explicit oscillator expressions for these representations. For example, the highest energy states in the two-oscillator representations are the linear combinations of the states β † 2m β † 2m |0 with spin 4, 2, and 0, respectively. The other states in these representations may be determined explicitly by acting with the supercharge given in (5.1).
For the general case of SU(N), we have listed in table 1, the complete set of representations with up to 12 boxes in their supertableau, along with the energy and how they arise in the tensor product.
General vacua
The analysis for general vacua is very similar to that for the single membrane vacuum. A general vacuum corresponds to collections of M i coincident membranes at radii corresponding to momentum N i . The oscillators for a general vacuum were described in section 5.3 of [1] 
(4, 2j + 1) η jm I kl 1 12 For each ordered pair (N i , N j ) of momenta (including the case N i = N j ), we have a set of oscillators similar to those for the single membrane vacuum but which are M i ×M j matrices and which have spins ranging from roughly |N i −N j |/2 to (N i +N j )/2. From the table 2, is straightforward to show that these correspond to supertableau As described in section 5.4 of [1] , physical states satisfying the Gauss law constraint are obtained by acting with traces of arbitrary products of the matrix oscillators on the Fock-space vacuum.
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To work out the SU(4|2) representations corresponding to these physical states, we may define super-oscillators
The set of representations may then be determined from the tensor product of tableau corresponding to an allowed product of traces of these super-oscillators. One must be careful to keep only representations in the tensor product which survive any possible symmetrizations, for example, the cyclic symmetry of the trace. Also, for finite N one should keep in mind relations between traces of large numbers of matrices and products of lesser traces so as not to overcount representations.
As an example, we consider the case of the X = 0 vacuum, where M 1 = N and N 1 = 1. Here, we have only a single matrix superoscillator
so the representations in the spectrum will be obtained by taking products of traces of powers of this oscillator. We will ignore the U(1) part of the theory, so we assume that the oscillator a † is traceless. In the large N limit (where there are no trace relations), the complete spectrum of the X = 0 vacuum is given by where sym indicates a symmetrized tensor product cyc indicates the cyclicly symmetrized tensor product.
For finite N, one must take into account trace relations. As an example, for SU(2) we may decompose traceless matrices as A = A i σ i . Then using
it is easy to see that the trace of any even number of matrices may be written in terms of products of traces of pairs of the matrices, while traces of any odd number of matrices may be written as products involving a single trace of three matrices and a number of traces of pairs of matrices. Thus, the spectrum for the SU(2) case is obtained by restricting the sum in 5.2) to n 3 = 0, 1 and n i = 0 for i > 3. The spectrum of representations involving three or less oscillators will be the same for any N, and this is depicted in figure (5.2) . 
Protected States in the Matrix Model
Having specified the representations present in the spectrum at µ = ∞ we would now like to see which states are protected from receiving energy corrections.
Doubly atypical representations
From the discussion in section 3.2, we concluded that all SU(4|2) representations in figure (3.2) , which include all doubly atypical representations, have no possibility of combining with other representations to form typical representations and therefore have energies that are completely protFrom the discussion in section 3.2, we concluded that all SU(4|2) ected from all perturbative and nonperturbative corrections. We first note that all of the vacuum states, which lie in trivial representations of SU(4|2) are doubly atypical and therefore are exact vacuum states quantum mechanically for all values of N and µ > 0.
To see which other representations of this sort exist in the matrix model spectrum, note that they may only arise from tensor products of oscillators in the representation since all other oscillators correspond to tableau with a height of at least four boxes, and tensor products involving these can never result in a tableau with a height of two boxes.
Thus, the only possible doubly atypical representations in the matrix model spectrum take the form arising from products of n superoscillators a IJ which are completely symmetrized. Note that the lowest energy SU(4) × SU(2) representation in this decomposition has trivial SU(2) part and an SU(4) representation which is equivalent to the completely symmetric, traceless n-index tensor representation of SO (6) . Recalling that the lowest-energy component of the two-box representation is always an SO(6) vector oscillator with energy 1/6, we see that the doubly atypical representations are precisely those built upon states with n SU(2)-singlet SO(6) oscillators whose vector indices are contacted
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Figure 8: Two and three particle states about X = 0 vacuum.
with a completely symmetric traceless tensor (with arbitrary SU(N) trace structure. ) For example, about the X = 0 vacuum, we have a single N × N matrix SO(6) vector oscillator X a with spin 0, so the doubly atypical representations are those built upon the states
where A † a is the matrix creation operator associated with the oscillator X a and the tensors C are completely symmetric and traceless. Note that some of the states in this series will not be independent for finite values of N as discussed above. As an explicit check, we have computed the leading perturbative correction (at second order in perturbation theory) for the first state on this list in appendix C and found that it indeed vanishes.
For the general vacuum with M i spheres of radius N i , we have one
† for each N i , so the doubly atypical representations about a general vacuum will be those built upon states such as
Note that only the combination Tr (A the representation theory of SU(4|2), we may conclude that all of these representations are preserved for any value of µ and that their energies receive no perturbative or nonperturbative corrections. For any given vacuum, the spectrum of doubly atypical representations has a well defined large N limit (obtained by ignoring any trace relations) so we may conclude that these states are present in the exact spectrum of M theory on the pp-wave background.
Singly atypical representations
In addition to doubly atypical representations, the spectrum of the matrix model contains infinite towers of singly atypical representations, for example those in figures (6.2) and (6.2) with at least three rows but no more than one box in the fourth row.
As we discussed in section 4, these are protected from receiving energy shifts except in cases where they combine with another atypical representation to form a typical representation. A given atypical representation may combine with at most two other atypical representations, obtained either by adding a box to each of the first three rows of the supertableau and removing a box from the first column, or removing a box from each of the first three rows and adding a box to the first column, as shown in figure (4) . In cases where neither of these atypical representations appear in the spectrum at µ = ∞, we may conclude that the energy of the original atypical representation does not change as we vary µ away from ∞.
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A weaker assertion may be made when the neither of these possible atypical representations appear as states about the same vacuum as the original atypical representation but possibly appear as states about another vacuum. In this case, we expect that the original atypical multiplet is protected from receiving any perturbative corections, but non-perturbatively there may be an energy shift since the two multiplets about the different vacua could possibly mix and combine as µ is decreased away from ∞.
To start with, we will see which states are protected perturbatively for the singlemembrane and X = 0 vacua and then turn to the stronger condition of non-perturbative protection.
Perturbative energy shifts: single-membrane vacuum
We begin by considering the set of atypical multiplets about the single membrane vacuum, starting with the simplest case of SU (2) .
In this case, it is simple to argue that all atypical multiplets, such as the ones indicated in figure (5.1) , are protected from receiving any perturbative energy shifts. (2) is generated by tensor products of a supertableaux with four boxes. Thus, the supertableau corresponding to all representations in the spectrum will have multiples of 4 boxes. But from figure (4) , we see that the number of boxes for pairs of atypical representations that can combine always differ by 2.
9 Hence, none of the atypical multiplets in the spectrum can combine and therefore all have energies which are protected from any perturbative corrections.
We now turn to the general case of SU(N). The multiplets with tableau containing up to 10 boxes are displayed in figure 7 . It is easy to check that the atypical tableau labeled by a,b, and e cannot receive perturbative energy corrections since the other representations with which they could combine do not appear in the perturbative spectrum. As a check, we note that the lowest energy state in the multiplet a is a † 00 |0 whose energy shift was computed to second order in perturbation theory in [1] and found to be zero.
For the equivalent multiplets c and d , there is a possibility of combining with the multiplet k since these multiplets are related as in figure 7 . Thus, we may only conclude that one linear combination of the multiplets c and d is protected from receiving an energy shift. On the other hand, we have found that the leading perturbative energy shifts for all three of these multiplets is zero.
10 Thus, despite the possibility for an energy shift, we do not find one, at least to leading order.
By considering tableau with 12 boxes one may show that the multiplets i and j are protected, while the multiplets g and h have the possibility of combining with other multiplets and shifting. Again, explicit calculation indicates that these multiplets do not shift to leading order.
To conclude our discussion of perturbatively protected states for the single membrane vacuum, we note that the following infinite tower of multiplets are protected from receiving perturbative energy corrections: To see that these are protected, note that for a given n, this multiplet could only combine with the multiplet corresponding to the tableau 2n − 1 n + 1 which has 4n + 2 boxes and n + 1 columns. However, the maximum number of columns in a tableau with 4n + 2 boxes (for the single-membrane vacuum) is n, since such a tableaux can arise from the tensor product of at most n oscillator representations (n−1 4-box representations and a single 6-box representation).
Perturbative energy shifts: X=0 vacuum
We now consider the low-energy multiplets for the X = 0 vacuum, depicted in figure  7 . Among the two-oscillator states, the multiplet a is the protected doubly atypical multiplet that we have already considered (with lowest energy state is
In addition, we have a singly atypical multiplet b with lowest energy state
From figure (*), we note that this multiplet has the possibility of combining with the atypical multiplet c in the three-oscillator sector whose lowest energy states are given by
where A abc is a completely antisymmetric anti-self-dual tensor of SO(6) (in the (0,0,2) representation of SU (4)). To see whether this occurs, we may look for an energy correction to the state (6.1) at leading order in perturbation theory. In fact, we have done this computation previously in [1] and again in appendix C and found that there is in fact a positive shift in the energy. Thus, we may conclude that the representations b and c do combine to form a typical multiplet as µ is decreased from ∞.
By considering the multiplets containing 8 boxes, we find that the singly atypical representations d and e are perturbatively protected since the representations that they could combine with are not in the spectrum. The 8-box atypical representation that can combine with the representation g is in the spectrum, so it is possible that g receives an energy shift. Finally, the representation f are the protected doubly atypical multiplets considered above.
Nonperturbatively protected states
In the previous subsections, we have shown that certain singly atypical representations are protected from receiving any perturbative energy corrections due to the absence of representations above the same vacuum with which they can combine. However, it is possible that pairs of atypical representations above different vacua could combine, leading to a non-perturbative shift in the energy even for states that are perturbatively protected to all orders.
By applying our group theory reasoning to the total spectrum including states above all vacua we would now like to see when this nonperturbative mixing might occur. In the process, we will also be able to strenthen our assertions for the protection of certain states from perturbative to nonperturbative statements.
For simplicity, we will focus on SU(2) whose only vacua are the X = 0 vacuum and the single-membrane vacuum we have already considered. The low energy multiplets for these two vacua are depicted in figures 6 and 7.
As discussed above, the doubly atypical representations a and f above the X = 0 vacuum are certainly protected nonperturbatively. There are two other four-box representations, the identical multiplets b in the X = 0 vacuum and a for the singlemembrane vacuum. Among the six-box multiplets, there is a single copy of the representation with which these can combine, so we may conclude that one combination of these representations must be protected non-perturbatively (we have already seen that one combination gets a shift).
Among six-box representations about X = 0, we may now conclude that the perturbatively protected multiplets b and c are protected non-perturbatively, since there are no single-membrane multiplets with which these could combine.
As a final example, we note that the perturbatively protected representation b in the single membrane vacuum has the possibility of a non-perturbative energy shift, since the X = 0 spectrum contains two copies of the 10-box representation with which this can combine. 
Cancellations for typical states
In this section we will show that the leading perturbative corrections to the energies of arbitrary states about the single-membrane vacuum have finite large N limits. We first recall from section 6.1 of [1] that when the interaction hamiltonian is expanded about the single-membrane vacuum in terms of canonically normalized oscillators, the coupling that appears is g = R µN 3 2 which is fixed in the large N limit. Thus, the only possible divergent N dependence in the leading perturbative energy shifts is from the sum over intermediate states in loops. As shown in figure (*) the only diagrams which contain loops are those for which all but one of the creation operators from the initial state are contracted with annihilation operators from the final state. Up to combinatorial factors, these diagrams are therefore reduce to the diagrams contributing to the energy shifts of single oscillator states. 12 It follows that all states will have finite leading energy shifts in the large N limit as long as all of the single particle states do.
The rest of argument proceeds by induction. We have already seen that all singleparticle states in the four-box representation of SU(4-2) are protected and therefore have zero energy shifts in perturbation theory. Now, suppose we have proven that all single particle states up to and including those in the 2n-box representation of SU(4|2) have finite energy shifts at leading order. To show that the single particle states in the (2n + 2)-box representation must have a leading energy shift which is finite in the large N limit, note that they are in an atypical multiplet which can receive an energy shift only if it combines with another atypical multiplet and becomes typical. From figure (*), the only atypical multiplet with which the single-column (2n + 2)-box multiplet can combine is one with 2n + 1 boxes in the first column and three boxes in the second column. However, any individual oscillators contributing to the states in this multiplet must be from SU(4|2) representations with at most 2n-boxes. Thus, the leading perturbative energy shift for such a representation must be finite in the large N limit. It the two atypical multiplets do combine to form a typical multiplet and thus receive an energy shift, the shift for the states in the (2n + 2)-box multiple must be identical to the shift for the states in the (2n + 1, 3)-box multiplet, and therefore must be finite in the large N limit. This completes the inductive proof.
Relation between atypical representations and BPS states
In this paper, we have seen that the spectrum of the pp-wave matrix model must fall into representations of the superalgebra SU(4|2). This superalgbra has special multiplets which are called atypical with the property that there are no nearby multiplets with the same SU(4) × SU(2) state content but different energy. Atypical multiplets have fewer states than the typical multiplets with nearby highest weights. Further, the energies of states in atypical multiplets are protected unless the atypical multiplet combines with another atypical multiplet to form a typical multiplet. It is clear that many of the properties of atypical multiplets are the same as properties of BPS multiplets in more familiar supersymmetry algebras. In the usual case, a BPS state is defined to have the property that it is annihilated by one or more of the hermitian supersymmetry generators, and all states in a BPS multiplet share this property. In [1] , we showed that the matrix model also contains infinite towers of states which are BPS in this usual sense. It is natural to guess that these BPS states will be associated with typical multiplets, however, the precise connection betweem BPS states and atypical multiplets certainly requires clarification, which we now provide.
We will show that all atypical multiplets contain BPS states and all BPS states belong to atypical multiplets. However, not all states of an atypical multiplet are BPS. Indeed, there are atypical states carrying no charges at all that still have protected energies! We begin by recalling the discussion of BPS states in [1] . Starting from the relation Figure 10 : Maximum number of supersymmetries preserved among states of atypical supermultiplets.
We emphasise that even atypical multiplets containg states preserving 8 supercharges may also contain non-BPS states. A simple example is provided by the single oscillator states about the single-membrane vacuum of the SU(2) theory. These form a single atypical multiplet which includes states preserving eight (β 2 ),six (η3 2 ) , four (x 1 ), two (χ1 2 ), and 0 (α 0 ) supercharges. Thus, while α 0 is non-BPS and carries no charges whatsoever, it is part of an atypical multiplet and (as we have seen) its energy is protected.
Discussion
In this paper, we continued or analysis of the matrix model for M-theory on the maximally supersymmetric pp-wave background by exploring the physical consequences of the symmetry algebra. From its bosonic subalgebra SU(4) × SU(2) × U H (1), we identified the symmetry algebra of the interacting (SU(N)) part of the theory to be the basic classical Lie superalgebra SU(4|2). Using the work of Kac [7] , Bars [8] and Jakobsen [9] , we described the complete set of physically allowable representations of SU(4|2). Among these are the typical multiplets, which lie on one-parameter families of representations differing only by their energy, and the atypical multiplets, for which there are no nearby multiplets with the same SU(4) × SU(2) state content but different energy. We argued that states in atypical multiplets can only receive energy corrections if two atypical multiplets combine into a typical multiplet, and found the complete set of multiplet pairs for which this is possible. Certain multiplets, known as doubly atypical do not appear in any of the pairs (since they always have more bosons than fermions while all other multiplets have the same number), and therefore are completely protected.
Equipped with this knowledge of the SU(4-2) representation theory, we turned to the actual spectrum of the matrix model for µ = ∞, identified the complete set of SU(4|2) multiplets present, and used the representation theory reasoning to see which multiplets are protected as µ is made finite. We explicitly identified all doubly atypical (and therefore exactly protected) multiplets in the spectrum, and found that these included the vacuum states as well as infinite towers of excited states above the various vacua. Among the remaining atypical multiplets, we found some which are protected (either perturbatively or nonperturbatively) due to the absence of the complementary representations with which they could combine (either above the same vacuum or in the entire spectrum), and some which do combine and receive energy shifts (as verified by explicit perturbative calculation). Finally, we showed that the representation theory implies cancellations in the leading perturbative energy shifts for all states (typical and atypical) above the single-membrane vacuum, leaving a result that is finite in the large N limit.
By identifying protected multiplets in the matrix model for µ = ∞ we have provided non-trivial information about the spectrum of the matrix model for all values of µ including the regime where perturbation theory is inapplicable. In particular, since the exactly protected doubly atypical spectrum about any given vacuum has a well defined large N limit, we may conclude that the states in this limiting spectrum (including the vacua themselves) are exact quantum states of M-theory on the pp-wave.
There are a number of interesting open questions and directions for future work. One question is whether any of the atypical multiplets for the single-membrane vacuum receive an energy shift. We showed that this is prohibited by group theory for SU(2), but not for SU(N). On the other hand, in limited perturbative calculations, we did not find any atypical multiplet which received an energy shift, even in cases where the complementary atypical multiplet existed in the spectrum. It would be interesting to see if this holds beyond the leading order in perturbation theory and if so to understand the underlying reason that these states do not combine. A related question is whether a state that is protected in the SU(N 1 ) theory for some N 1 is also protected in the SU(N) theory for higher N. We have seen some evidence for this through leading order perturbative calculations, but it would be interesting to understand whether or not this is true in general.
We have found that all states about the single membrane vacuum have energy shifts at leading order in perturbation theory which are finite in the large N limit, extending our results in [1] for the states (a † 00 ) n |0 . A natural question is whether this finiteness of the perturbative corrections holds also to higher orders in perturbation theory. For example, one might evaluate the second energy correction for the lowest energy typical state (a † 00 ) 2 |0 . It would be quite remarkable if the complete perturbative expansion were finite term-by-term for N → ∞, since since the supermembrane field theory is superficially quite non-renormalizable. Also, we showed in [1] that the height of the energy barrier between various vacua goes to zero in this limit. If the perturbation theory does turn out to be finite, we could use it to obtain reliable dynamical information about states in M-theory which are not protected by supersymmetry.
Finally, it would be interesting to understand the representation theory for the superalgebras corresponding to various string theories on other pp-wave backgrounds and see whether similar interesting protected multiplets exist in those cases. A more direct application of the analysis of this paper might be to the ordinary AdS/CFT conjecture, since the superalgebra we studied in this paper is a subalgebra of the SU(2, 2|4) superconformal algebra governing type IIB string theory on AdS 5 × S 5 .
As we see in the µ = ∞ limit only the Q 0 part of the supercharge Q remains. One may explicitly check that Since the vacuum energy shift was zero, we can ignore all "disconnected" contributions in which the creation operators from the initial state contract only with annihilation operators from the final state since these terms will be the same as for the vacuum shift. A further simplification arises from the fact that the interaction vertices are written in terms of commutators of X's with the result that Tr (A † ) or Tr (A) from the initial or final state contracted with any of the interaction terms will vanish. Thus, we may ignore the Since ∆ ab,cd is already diagonal we can easily read off the energy shifts for (1, 1) and (20, 1) states. As we see the energy shift for (20, 1) is zero, while the energy shift for (1, 1) state is 36 ×
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Nµ R µ
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. The factor of 1 12 is actually coming form the normalization of the state (B.1) which we have used. This result is in agreement of the earlier calcultions of [1] .
